
















































































PUBLIC RECORDS ACT REQUESTS - TRACKING LOG 2017

DATE OF DATE
REQUEST | RECEIVED REQUESTOR SUBJECT ACTION TAKEN
5/8/2017 AAII Cloke notified requestor that
5/8/2017 5/8/2017 Bela Christensen for Accutrend Data requested data is being processed and will be likely

Corporation

Listing of New Businesses that filed in April 2017.

be available by June 1, 2017. Requestor was asked
to resubmit their request at that time. Completed.










De Facto Prohibition on Contracting Measure to be heard in
Assembly Appropriations on May 10
May 9, 2017

AB 1250 (Jones-Sawyer) is a gut-and-amend bill that greatly restricts cities and
counties’ ability to enter into contracts for essential services.

Opposed by the League, this measure will be heard Wednesday in the Assembly Appropriations
Committee. Given the significant costs this could potentially generate as a state reimbursable mandate,
the measure will likely move to the Assembly suspense file. Either it will sit for approximately two weeks
and will be held on that suspense file, or it will move to the Assembly floor. Cities are encouraged to
oppose this costly measure.

Each year the Appropriations committees set a threshold for the cost to implement legislation that
determines whether a bill goes to suspense or directly to the floor for a vote. AB 1250 is expected to
meet this threshold for suspense.

Background

Retaining maximum flexibility in contracting for services allows cities to spend limited General Fund
dollars in the most efficient and financially responsible manner. Under this measure, small and medium
sized cities are forced to meet a standard for contracting services that is unattainable and could invite
litigation at every turn.

Among some of the most burdensome provisions of the measure (as amended on April 25), AB 1250 to
require:
e Acity to complete full cost-benefit and environmental impact analyses prior to entering into, or
renewing a contract;
e Anannual performance audit of each contract;
o Afully searchable database that must be posted on the city's website, which must include full
name and salary of each contracted employee; the total projected cost; and other provisions; and
¢ Non-city employees receive an orientation, adding potentially significant cost and logistical
concerns.

Taken together, these requirements create a de facto ban on contracting services, which is why the
League and over 100 cities and organizations are opposed to the measure.

Next Steps


http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1250

If your city has a member on the Assembly Appropriations Committee please call and ask them to vote
NO on AB 1250 and send in your city letter of opposition as soon as possible. An updated sample
oppose letter is available on the League’s Action Center.

For more questions regarding this measure, please contact Dane Hutchings or your League regional

public affairs manager.
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SOUTH BAY ClTlES sbccoq@southbayc!t@es.orq
N 0uNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS www.southbaycities.org
May 9, 2017

Honorable John Fasana, Chairman

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: South Bay Cities Council of Governments’ Recommended Changes in Measure M Guidelines
Dear Chairman Fasana:

The South Bay Cities Council of Governments (SBCCOG) appreciates the opportunity to partner with Metro
in the development of Measure M Guidelines. We support Metro’s goal of delivering Measure M projects
efficiently and expeditiously. We believe implementing the following recommendations will be integral
towards meeting Metro’s stated goals while concurrently creating flexibility and improvements in Metro’s
Sub-regional and Local partnerships. Thirteen of our comments refer to text on specific pages in the draft
guidelines. The remaining two comments relate to new concerns for which we could not identify a specific
page reference. We request that the Guidelines be modified to capture the following priorities:

Multi-year Sub-Regional Program (MSP) Guidelines

The majority of the SBCCOG’s recommended changes focus on a common major theme that the draft
guidelines do not recognize a central role for the COGs in developing and delivering the sub-regional
programs and projects that are specified in the Measure M Ordinance.

1. (p. 14-15) The draft guidelines appear to make sub-regional capital funds subordinate to other Metro
priorities with the potential consequence that funding will be delayed or unavailable in the first two
decades. There is nothing in the ordinance that supports that interpretation. Sub-regional capital funds
should not be considered subordinate obligations that are conditionally programmed funding after
Metro Administration, Transit Operating & Maintenance, and Local Return / Regional Rail Sub-fund
needs are met. By definition, Multi-Year Sub-Regional Programs (MSPs) are neither Local Return nor
Regional Projects and Programs. These commitments need to have the same priority for programming
as the other primary funding categories listed in the Ordinance. A discrete amount of Measure M
funding was included in the Measure M Expenditure Plan Attachment A for each sub-regional program.
COGs and lead agencies need assurance that Metro will allow projects to have the funding that they
need to proceed from development to delivery. In addition, Measure M MSP funds should receive the
same consideration for bonding and borrowing as major regional capital projects.

2. (p. 22) Sub-regions should be able to use Measure M funding for the entire life of a project - to develop
sub-regional projects lists, for corridor planning and coordination, and for subsequent project
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development and delivery. These early steps should all be considered pre-construction activities. They
allow the sub-region to ensure that projects complement each other and maximize mobility and/or
sustainability. These funds should be available to the COG and the lead agencies to get the projects
ready. COGs should also be allowed to use Sub-regional funds to assist lead agencies in preparing
project applications for any applicable federal, state and regional transportation grant programs that
are consistent with Measure M eligibility requirements. In addition, Sub-regional Highway Sub-funds
should be eligible for the project development process for projects that were not included in the pre-
election Mobility Matrices.

(p. 22) The Measure M Guidelines currently envision a regional programming approach similar to the
current Metro Call for Projects in which local jurisdictions must use their Local Return funds to develop
projects for consideration by Metro. We recommend that sub-regional projects be funded through
Measure M for project development and delivery and be prioritized and sequenced for Measure M and
other matching funds in a manner similar to the current process used by Metro and the South Bay
Cities Council of Governments (SBCCOG) for the successful Measure R South Bay Highway Program
(SBHP). We believe this model allows better efficiency and sub-regional customization than what is
currently proposed in the draft guidelines with local jurisdictions being part of the development of
projects, the SBHP process currently employed for project development ensures project acceptance by
local jurisdictions.

(p. 22) Metro should hold the sub-regions accountable for complying with the ordinance but it should
not establish criteria beyond those needed to ensure legal compliance with the ordinance. For example,
under current Measure R regional programs and in the model proposed in the draft Measure M
Guidelines, Metro retains the authority to unilaterally disallow or defer a project that has been included
in a sub-regional list. While this may be appropriate for the regional programs in Measure R, it is not
appropriate for Measure M sub-regional programs in which the allocation of funding and eligibility
criteria should be the purview of each sub-region, not Metro especially since the Sub-regional program
is the product of early collaboration between the lead agencies in each sub-region. To clarify the
process that we believe should be used to develop, fund, and deliver Sub-regional Measure M projects,
we have attached a flow chart of the steps we believe appropriately involves Metro, lead agencies and
the COGs.

(p. 25) MSP Highway Sub-Fund Guidelines state, “It is expected that local jurisdictions will contribute to
total project costs.” Local funding was not required in the Ordinance for sub-regional projects. It is
unrealistic and inequitable to require Local funds for sub-regional projects when such uses were not
called out in the Measure M Ordinance. Sub-regional projects should not require a project sponsor
match. No additional local investments in sub-regional projects should be required during the planning,
development, design, right-of-way, or construction phases of a sub-regional project.

(p. 16) The Guidelines for the MSP allow lead agency project sponsors to borrow from one MSP
Program to fund a different MSP project sub-fund that may not be available until a later year with the
consent of the Metro Board and the “affected sub-region(s)”. Although the flexibility is appreciated, the
Guidelines language should be changed to explicitly require consent of the “affected Council of
Government(s)”. The Guidelines should also describe the basis and process for obtaining COG and
Metro Board approval of the request. There should be language added that ensures that Metro will not
approve loans without prior COG approval and that such approval will not be unreasonably withheld by
the COG or METRO.



7.

(p. 26) For projects using Measure M Highway Efficiency and Operational Improvement Sub-regional
funds, Metro and the relevant COG should review project applications and clarify any items necessary
with the project sponsor to determine project readiness and eligibility for pre-construction or
construction activities. Authorization to proceed should require concurrence of the

COG and Metro Boards of Directors. (p. 27) Examples accompanying the definition of eligible
Highway Efficiency and Operational Improvements should include Traffic Signalization /
Communications with Motorists Improvements and Autonomous-vehicle-to-infrastructure
communications improvements.

(p. 52) The Measure M Guidelines regarding Sub-Regional Equity funds should not allow Metro to meet
its obligations using “any combination of federal, state or Metro controlled funds including, but not
limited to, Measure M.” This flexibility being sought by Metro potentially places significant grant
compliance requirements on sub-regions and lead agencies that were not specified in the Measure M
Ordinance. Sub-regions may choose to leverage their Measure M funding with other grant sources, but
such a decision should not be imposed by any unilateral Metro decision. The guidelines need to require
the agreement of the affected COG(s) that they can accommodate the requirements of funds from
other sources. Borrowing or bonding against future Measure M revenues to fund the Sub-Regional
Equity Funds should be considered in keeping with the ordinance directives.

(p. 52) Sub-regional Equity projects should be developed using the sub-regional process led by the
COGs rather than using the Metro-centric process based on “project readiness”. The Guidelines for the
Sub-Regional Equity Sub-funds should not impose any special category-specific project readiness or
local contribution requirements. In addition, consistent with the Metro Board action that created the
Sub-Regional Equity program, these funds should be available at the same time Metro funds the West
San Fernando Valley sub-regional equity project.

Other Measure M Funding Category Guidelines - Addressing Innovation

10.

11.

12.

(New) Throughout the Guidelines Metro has called for flexibility to allow innovation and the ability to
respond to changes in future mobility options and strategies. In support of broader eligibility in the
guidelines, the adopted Metro/SCAG First/Last Mile Strategic Plan clearly calls for this flexibility with
the following statement, “The proliferation of personal mobility devices by all age groups, from
skateboards to bicycles to electric mobility scooters, presents a tremendous opportunity to extend the
reach of public transit investments. It is well known that the time it takes to walk to a station is the
metric by which access sheds are realized. Supporting personal mobility devices that allow an aggregate
increase in personal mobility speeds can dramatically increase regional access sheds. Better policies,
new infrastructure and a careful look at mode integration is needed when assessing how best to realize
the potential offered by the growing range of mobility options.” The Guidelines should incorporate this
flexibility.

(p. 37) The First/Last Mile Measure M Guidelines should include as eligible programs, strategies that
eliminate trips or support ridesharing. In the last sentence of the section, “information and technology
that eases travel...”, the guidelines should also specify transportation demand management strategies
as eligible. This would allow Measure M to be used for a broad range of communications technology
applications and for innovative mobility approaches like smart transit applications, slow speed lanes,
and citywide gigabit fiber to homes and businesses.

(New) Because innovation is occurring in real time, all sub-regional funding programs and regional
programs (such as First/Last Mile, Active Transportation, and Visionary Seed Funding) should be written
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13.

14.

to allow a broad range of emerging communications technologies and mobility options that will
improve access to transit or eliminate single-occupant trips. In addition to innovative transit and
shared-ride programs, the guidelines should allow Measure M funding to be used for emerging and
future transportation demand management strategies including smart city technologies, broadband
connectivity for residences and businesses, electric-powered neighborhood vehicles and charging
infrastructure, slow speed lanes and smart neighborhoods. Lead agencies for these innovative
strategies should not be restricted and should be encouraged to partner with Metro, local jurisdictions
including their transit operators, COGs/JPAs, non-profit organizations and public/private partnerships.

(p. 48) The Visionary Project Seed Funding Guidelines currently limit applicants to L. A. Metro,
Municipal Operators, and local operators. Applicants are also encouraged to identify one or more
research partners. SBCCOG recommends that funding in this category be made available to any
organization that presents a visionary project idea (e.g.: Metro and other transit operators, COG’s, non-
profit organizations, academic institutions, and for profit organizations). The Guidelines also require a
minimum of a 40% local match which may dissuade visionary projects from being proposed and may be
difficult for some of the eligible applicants to meet. The match should be no more than 20% and the
Guidelines should allow for in-kind contributions including staff efforts by all partners to be counted
toward the match.

(p. 81) The Local Return Guidelines refer to using Measure M for taxi services. References to taxis
should be expanded to include shared-ride hailing services.

Measure M Administrative Guidelines

15.

16.

(p. 10) The Guidelines allow the Metro Board to change the Sub-regional boundaries starting in 2047.
These guidelines should require concurrence from the sub-regions.

(p. 10) The Guidelines should add COGs to the recipients currently listed to receive any Notices of Public
Hearing related to changes to or amendment of the Measure M Guidelines.

In summary, the SBCCOG supports incorporating these policies into the draft Guidelines which would
ensure that they are more equitable and would improve the prospects for efficient and timely use of the
Measure M funds. Please contact us if you would like additional clarification on any of the changes we are
advocating.

Sincerely,

A O

James Osborne, Chair
South Bay Cities Council of Governments
Councilmember, City of Lawndale

C.C.

SBCCOG Board of Directors

L. A. Metro Board of Directors
Phillip Washington, CEO, L. A. Metro
COGs of Los Angeles County



SBCCOG's proposed Measure M
Sub-regional Project
funding approval process

Metro provides a five-year Measure M funding
estimate for each sub-regional program.

|

COG's adopt a five-year programming plan
for each sub-regional program within their
respective sub-region. The plan will identify
specific projects and phasing, allocated
funding amounts, and project timing.

|

COG adopted five-year programming plans
are submitted for approval by Metro Board.

|

Upon approval by Metro Board, project
sponsors may apply for funding MOU’s based
on adopted five-year sub-regional fund
programming plans.

|

COG’s update or amend their adopted five-
year programming plans on an annual
basis reflecting executed funding MOU’s
and project additions or deletions and
submit for approval by Metro Board.

|

Following Metro approval of projects, lead
agency and Metro include the relevant
COG in all communications regarding

project development and delivery.




AMENDED MAP OF 3RD ADDITION LAWN CRYPTS TO THE AMENDED MAP OF INSPIRATION SLOPE MAUSOLEUM
GREEN HILLS MEMORIAL PARK

Green fils Memorial Park, a California Corporation /i the County of Los Angeles,
Calitornio, does hHhereby certify: that h/is /s a lrve and correct map showing hHe
survey and subdivision mito /ols and plols, of the AMENDED MAFP OF FrD ALDD/7TT0N
LAWN CRYFPTS 7O THE AMENDED MARP OF INSFIRATION SLOFPE MAUSOLEUM Section 7
Green s Memoria/ FPark, Los Angeles County Coliforrnia: thot soid map /s
located North of AMENDED MAR OF INSFIRATION SLOFE MAF  Seclion os said
Section /s showrn on map recorded 09/25/03 as Doc. No. O3—2945574 in
Cemelery Map Book 56, PG &5 said aaaition to Seclion /s mcluaded mn the
Certification and Declaration of Dedication of Cemelery Froperty” recorded July 20,
71948, mn Book 27757, Fages 265 and 266 of the olfficial records i the office of
the County Recoraer of Los Angeles Cournly Califorrnia:  that sard corporalt/on /as
coused to be prepared and qpproved thal Map fo which his ceriificale /s arfixed:
that the Map drawn fiereon correct/y shows the /ocaltion, arrangement, and
numbering of /ots and plols alf sitvated within the boundaries of Green /s
Memorial FPark m said County, as showrn orn recorded e Map No. 7065k, /ed July
20 1948, and recorded file Map No. 7296/ rled February 6, 7955 m the office of
the County Recoraer of Said County: that said /and was thereby dedicated and /s
lto be used ror privalte cemelery purposes subsmect fo the reservation, rights and
privileges set forth heremn and m the deadicalion ferem belore referred and subsect
to alf rules and regu/ations governmg Greern s Memorial FPark now i effect and
those fereatfter adoplted: that the said adaition to seclion /s a portion of Lot Ne.
7, Tract No. 5792 as per map record i Book 44 Fages 97 lo 94 imclusive of
maps, records of Los Angeles Cournly Caliornia.

The right ond priviiege at any time and rom lime lo Iime (o resurvey, enlorge,
annmish, replal, alter m shape or size make adartions therelo, 0/70’/0/ otherws/se to
change alff or any part or portion of sa/d AMENDED MARF OF KD ALDDITION LAWY
CRIFPTS 7O THE AMENDED MARP OF INSFIRATION SLOFE MAUSOLEUM Secition,
(including the right to establish, close, eliminate or otherwise modify or change the
location of walls, walks, entrances or adcent roads or ar/ives, or fo aller or
change the arrangement or numbering of /ols, plols, gardens, estales or olher
aivisions thereof), ond to file amended plats, maps, plons or elevations thereor
ond to use the same for the erection of buiding, and Jor for any purmposes or
wuses connected with, mcident fo, or convenient for the care preservalion, or
preparation for the disposal and Jor mterment of human dead bodies, and/or
other cemelery purposes, logelher with easements and rights of way over and
througt said premises rfor, and he right and priviiege of mstalling mamltammg and
operaling ppelines, conauils, or arams rfor sprinklers, aramage, uinities, electric or
commurnicaltion /ines, or for any olher purpose /s hereby expressly reserved.

LDarea GREEN FILLS MEMORIAL FPARA

by

Lonald Ray Frew, Jr., Fresiaent LDale

Ly

John J. Resich, Jr., Secrelary LDale

A notary public or other officer compleling this certificale verrfies only e
1aentity of the marviadual who signed the docurment o which this cerlificale
/s altached, and nol the Iruthiuiness, accuracy or valiaity of that docurmernt.

/SS

an. perore me,

Siale of Caliong
Counly ofLos Angeles

(Insert Name of Notary Public)
personally qopeared Donald Ray Frew . ond John J Resich .,
who proved to me on the basis of salisfactory evidence (o bLe e persons
whose names are subscribed to he within msirument and ackrnow/edged o
me that they execulted the same 1 ther awthorized cqpacrly, and that by
ther signatures on the mstrument, the person or the entily wvpon behalt of
whict the persons aclted, execuled he msirumernt.

!/ certity unaer FENALTY OF FERJURY unaer the /aows of he Stale of
Calitornia that the foregomg paragrap/ /s lrue and correct.

WIINVESS my hand and official seal.

Srignature

Name of Notary

Counly /In Whrich Cormmissioned

Date Cormrmission £Lxpres

corrirmission No.
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SITY OF ; RANCHO PALOS VERDES

FOLLOW-UP AGENDA

RANCHO PALOS VERDES PLANNING COMMISSION
TUESDAY, MAY 9, 2017
FRED HESSE COMMUNITY PARK, 29301 HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD

REGULAR MEETING
7:00 P.M.

SCHEDULING NOTES

REQUESTS TO SPEAK ON AN ITEM MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR PRIOR TO THE COMPLETION OF THE REMARKS OF THE FIRST
SPEAKER ON THE ITEM. NO REQUEST FORMS WILL BE ACCEPTED AFTER THAT TIME.

PURSUANT TO ADOPTED PLANNING COMMISSION PROCEDURE, UNLESS THE PLANNING
COMMISSION AGREES TO SUSPEND ITS RULES, NO NEW BUSINESS WILL BE HEARD
AFTER 11:00 P.M. AND NO ITEM WILL BE HEARD PAST MIDNIGHT. ANY ITEMS NOT HEARD
BECAUSE OF THE TIME LIMITS WILL BE AUTOMATICALLY CONTINUED TO THE NEXT
COMMISSION AGENDA.

NEXT P.C. RESOLUTION NO. 2017-16

CALL TO ORDER: 7:05 P.M

ROLL CALL: COMMISSIONERS EMENHISER, LEON, AND TOMBLIN ABSENT.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: LED BY ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY GERLI
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA: APPROVED AS PRESENTED
COMMUNICATIONS:

City Council Items: DIRECTOR MIHRANIAN REPORTED THAT AT THE MAY 2N\P
MEETING, THE CITY COUNCIL RECEIVED A REPORT ON THE CITY’'S PLANS FOR
STORING ELECTRONIC DOCUMENTS AND THAT BEGINNING JUNE 1ST
GEOTECHNICAL REPORTS SUBMITTED TO THE BUILDING AND SAFETY DIVISION
WILL NOW REQUIRE AN ELECTRONIC COPY IN ADDITION TO A HARD COPY.

Staff: DIRECTOR MIHRANIAN NOTED THAT LATE CORRESPONDENCE WAS HANDED
OUT ON AGENDA ITEM NO. 2; THAT THE COMMISSION-APPROVED NEW SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE ON ROLLING RIDGE ROAD WAS APPEALED BY AN UPSLOPE
NEIGHBOR AND THAT STAFF IS MEETING WITH BOTH PARTIES TO ADDRESS THE
APPEAL CONCERNS; AND THAT STAFF PROPOSES TO ADJOURN TONIGHT'S



MEETING IN MEMORY OF FORMER PLANNING COMMISSIONER JACK KARP WHO
SERVED ON THE PLANNING COMMISSION BETWEEN 2004 AND 2008.

Commission: NONE

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE (regarding non-agenda items): NONE

CONSENT CALENDAR:

1. APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 25, 2017 MINUTES

ACTION: APPROVED AS AMENDED, ON A VOTE OF 4-0

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS:

2. HEIGHT VARIATION, GRADING PERMIT AND SITE PLAN REVIEW- (CASE NO.
ZON2016-00162): 30717 Rue Langlois (JC)

Request: To demolish an existing single family residence to accommodate the construction
of a new 6,042 square foot, two story, residence with a basement and associated grading.

ACTION: CLOSED THE PUBLIC HEARING, APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS A HEIGHT
VARIATION, GRADING PERMIT, AND SITE PLAN REVIEW, AND DIRECTED STAFF TO
PREPARE A RESOLUTION REFLECTING THIS DECISION FOR ADOPTION AT THE

JUNE 13, 2017 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING, ON A VOTE OF 3-1 WITH
COMMISSIONER BRADLEY DISSENTING.

CONTINUED BUSINESS: NONE

NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS: NONE

NEW BUSINESS:

3. 2017 FIVE-YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY
FINDING: Citywide (ML)

Request: Find that the 2017 Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan is consistent with the
General Plan.

ACTION: ADOPTED P.C. RESOLUTION 2017-15, FINDING THE DRAFT 2017 FIVE-
YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL
PLAN, ON A VOTE OF 4-0.

Follow-up Planning Commission Agenda
May 9, 2017
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ITEMS TO BE PLACED ON FUTURE AGENDAS:

4. PRE-AGENDA FOR THE MEETING ON MAY 23, 2017

ACTION: UNANIMOUSLY CANCELED THE MAY 23, 2017 PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING DUE TO THE LACK OF AGENDA ITEMS.

ADJOURNMENT: 8:05 P.M.

Americans with Disabilities Act: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, if you require a disability-
related modification or accommodation to attend or participate in this meeting, including auxiliary aids or services, please
call the Community Development Director at 310 544-5228 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.

Notes:

1. Staff reports are available for inspection at City Hall, 30940 Hawthorne Boulevard during regular business hours, 7:30
A.M. to 5:30 P.M. Monday — Thursday and 7:30 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. on Friday. The agenda and staff reports can also be
viewed at Fred Hesse Community Park, 29301 Hawthorne Boulevard during the Planning Commission meeting.

2. Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Planning Commission after distribution of the agenda packet
are available for public inspection at the front counter of the Planning Division lobby at City Hall, which is located at 30940
Hawthorne Boulevard, Rancho Palos Verdes during normal business hours as stated in the paragraph above.

3. You can also view the agenda and staff reports at the City’s website www.rpvca.gov.

4. Written materials, including emails, submitted to the City are public records and may be posted on the City’s website. In
addition, City meetings may be televised and may be accessed through the City’s website. Accordingly, you may wish to
omit personal information from your oral presentation or written materials as they may become part of the public record
regarding an agendized item.

Follow-up Planning Commission Agenda
May 9, 2017
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http://www.palosverdes.com/RPV

Applications of Note as of May 10, 2017

Case No. Owner Street Address Project Description Submitted
VRP2017-00041 WHITE, JAMES J & LUCY 28541 PALOS VERDES DR E View Maintenance request for foliage 5/5/2017
located at 1 Bronco (Menjou) and
Palos Verdes Drive East (Zacarro).
View Maintenance
VRP2017-00042 CHANG, WAYNE C W & WAN L K 5023 DELACROIX RD View Maintenance request for foliage 5/9/2017
located at 27803 Longhill Road
(Hoang).
View Maintenance
VRP2017-00043 HAM, BYUNG I & IN S 8 CALLE VIENTO View Analysis request for foliage 5/9/2017
located within the Point Vicente
Interpretative Center (City of Rancho
Palos Verdes).
City Tree Review Permit
VRP2017-00044 BRITT FAMILY TRUST 52 PACIFICA DEL MAR View Analysis request for foliage 5/9/2017
located west of 52 Pacifica del Mar
(PVP Land Conservancy/Ocean Front
Estates).
City Tree Review Permit
ZON2017-00172 LAMBERT, ANDREW & CAROLINE 28191 PALOS VERDES DR E Installation of 400 AMP Electrical Panel 5/4/2017

Page 1 of 2



Case No. Owner Street Address Project Description Submitted

Site Plan Review

ZON2017-00175 TRAMONTIN, THOMAS & KELLY 72 NARCISSADR LME for legalizing 1,617 house addition 5/5/2017
and new 1,240 SF deck

Landslide Moratorium Exception

t:\Forms\Applications of Note.rpt
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